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ABSTRACT 

A report is given of the development of sets of ^ 
measures with which to determine the physical fitness status and *" 
activity patterns of 10- to 17-year-old school children and youths. 
Three groups of physical education experts worked on the task of 
identifying and agreeing upon appropriate measures. The first panel 
determined that the most valid measures for measuring physical 
fitness status tested five elements: (1) cardiorespiratory endurance; 
(2) muscular strength; (3) muscular endurance; (4) body composition; 
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valid, and reliable ways to measure these elements through 
school-based, mass-testing programs. The third panel sought to 
determine items to be included in a questionnaire that could be used 
to monitor trends and patterns of participation in school physical 
education programs, public recreation programs, and participation in 
other physical activities. A discussion is presented of the results 
of each meeting, the protocols identified for administration of the 
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I. IBTBDOaCTXOR 



This report la pursuant to Article 11, Patagra^ 2b. cf Modification 14 
to Contract No. 282-78-0183-DN. It is the final version of a docuiaent de- 
signed to provide the Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion 
(ODPHP) with three sets of measures, derived through a process of expert vali- 
dation, and associated coumentary, with which to measure the physical fitness 
status and activity patterns of schoolchildren and youth ages 10 through 17. 

The three instruments (sets of measures) whidi are presented herein 
constitute the basic goals of the project. Specifically, this tr if old. project 
objective, consisted of convening expert panels to: 

• identify and attempt to achieve agreement about the most 
valid set of measures to use for determining the physical 
fitness status of schooldiildren and youth ages 10 through 17 
as pact of a normal clinical procedure 

• identify and attempt to achieve agreement about the most 
feasible, valid, ai^ reliable set of measures to use for de- 
termining the physical fitness status of schoolchildren and 
youth ages 10 to 17 through school-based mass-testing pro- 
grams 

• identify and attempt to achieve agreement about items to be 
included in a questionnaire that could be used to monitor 
trends and patterns of participation in physical activities 
by schooldiildren and youth, including participation in car- 
diorespiratory activities that can be carried in^o adulthood, 
participatiwi in public recreation programs in ctaraunity 
facilities and participation in other physical activities. 

One of the initial tasks involved the identification of experts in the 
field of physical fitness who would together represent a balanced mixture of 
views on the design of the instrument to be developed. This task was ac- 
complished through consultation with representatives of the President's Coun- 
cil on Physical Fitness and Sports (PCPFS) and the American Alliance for 
Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance. Specifically, those indivi- 
duals responsible for identifying the experts fr«a whom the panel members were 
to be selected were: 
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• Robert Bozzor The Granville Corporation 

• Ray Ciszekf Aaerican Alliance for Health, Physical Education, 
Recreation and Dance 

• ' Glen Gilbert, Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promo- 

tion 

• Ash Hayes, President's Ccnmcll on Physical Fitness and Sports 

e Lloyd Kolbe, Office of Disease Prevention ar^ Bealth Promo- 
tion 

Nancy Ostrove, The Granville Corporatim 

0 Glen Sven^ros, President's Council on Physical Fitness and 
Sports 

This consultation resulted in a clear identification of experts who 
were to be asked to participate on the two panels charged with the design of 
the {^ysical fitness status instruronts. On the other hand, the experts to be 
identified for the panel charged with developing the physical activity pat-* 
terns questionnaire proved more elusive* Selectim of these individuals was 
largely coRtplicated by the virtt»l dearth of extant work an this topic with 
persons below the age of 18, and the only slightly greater amount of liter-- 
ature which looked at adult physical activity patterns. In the end, members 
of this panel were chosen largely <m the basis of their experience with fit^ 
ness and recreaticm programs for youth in specific settings and/or their 
general experience in developing measure's of fitness- related behavior. 

The individuals bo identified were contacted, informed about the 
purpose of the relevant panel meeting, and invited to attend. Five of the 
eight persons identified for the first panel and five of the seven selected 
for the second panel were able to arrange their schedules so as to permit 
their attendance » The panel m^bers are identified in sections to follow, 
which describe the results of the meetings. 

The two panels discussing physical fitness status measures were each 
scheduled for me and cx)e half daysi the panel concerned with the physical 
activity patterns questionnaire met for one day. In all cases, in addition to 
the experts convened, the panels included representatives from the Office of 
Disease Prevention) ar^ Health Promotioi, the President's Council on Physical 
Fitness and Sports, the American Alliance for Bealth, Physical Education, 
Recreation and Dance, and The Granville Corporaticm. 

o 7 

ERIC . , . 



The reaair^er of this report consists of a discussion of the results of 
each meeting y including the measures selected for inclusion in the respective 
instruisents, the protocols identified for ^ministration of the measures ti^ere 
appropriate f the rationale behiml selection of the measures r and descriptions 
of any identified concerns or disagreements about the measures irtiich may have 
arisen in the course of the meetings. In additicm^ concerns raised by 
experts, selected by the panel members, i^o reviewed draft versions of the 
respective individi^l chapters of this document have been included in the 
relevant chapters. 



3 • 

8 



xz. nmu I 



XNTfDOOCTXGH 

A panel of experts in tAe field of physical fitness was convened on 
September 16 and 17, 1992 in Waahlngtcsi, D.C. to identify and attenpt to 
achieve agreement about the most valid set of swasures to use for determining 
the physical fitness status of schoolchildren and youth ages 10 through 17 as 
part of a normal clinical procedure. 

The panel %#as the first assembled under a contract from the Office of 
Disease Prevention and Health Prc^tion (OTPHP) to The Granville Corporation 
to identify current thinking about the assessment of the physical fitness 
status and activity patterns of children and adolescents. The individuals 
participating in the panel discussion t#ere: 

• David Clarice; Chairman, Dei»rtnent of Physical Education, 
Indiana Oniversity 

• Samuel Fox, IX Z| Director, Cardiology Exercise Program, 
Georgetown Oniversity Hc^pital 

• Marigold Edwards; Associate Professor of Education, 
University of Pittsburgh 

• Midiael Pollocki Director, Cardiac Rehabilitation and Center 
for Evaluation of Human Performance, Cardiovascular Disease 
C«iter, Mt. Sinai Medical Center, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

• Christine Mellsj Professor, Department of Health and Physical 
Education, Arizcma State University. 

Also included were Lloyd Kolbe and Glen Gilbert as liaisons frao the Ofice of 
Disease Prevention and Bep.lth Promotion, PHS, C6HS, Ash Hayes as liaison from 
the President's Council on Physical Fitness and Sports, Ray Ciazek as liaison 
from the American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and 
Dance, and Nancy Ostrove and Robert Bozzo from The Granville Corporation. 

Following dissemination to all panel members and selected outside re- 
viewers of a draft write-up relating the process involved and the conclusions 



reached by the panel# feedback was solicited and incorporated into the write-* 
up* The outside reviewers who contributed to chis effort were: 

• ^ Tc^ Gillian; President, Gillieim Enterprises^ Twinsburg, Ohio 

• Sharon Plowmani Professor, Departiaent of Physical Education, 
Northern Illinois University 

• Hillian Strong; Chief, Pediatric Cardiology, Medical College 
of Georgia 

• Jack Wilsior^; Professor, Department of Physical Education, 
University of Arizona* 

SSXSXQIL FXTHBSS OGHPCNZNTS AND MBASUR8S 

The first order of business was to review the rationale and ^rpose be- 
hind the panel discussion. This process of review and clarification served to 
place the objective of the panel within the context of providing a solid foun- 
dation upon ^ich a field instruront could be based, ^ich will be used in a 
survey of schooldiildren and youth ages 10 through 17 to be conducted in the 
1982-83 school year, under the auspices of OOPHP. 

Following this clarification of the background and purpose of the panel 
to the panel niembers, discussion ensued which revived around the issue of 
what elements should be considered as constituting the concept of physical 
fitness. This relatively lengthy discussion covered the pros and cons of the 
two most currently acceptable perspectives on physical fitness— i#e. , the 
performance and health related perspectives. The perspective adopted by the 
group, ^ich was partly predicated on the requirements of the Physical Fitness 
Objectives for the Nation, and the ODPSP sponsorship of the effort, included 
the relationship of physical fitness both to health and to physical perfornv- 
ance. The five elements finally agreed upon were based on the notion that 
performance measures need not be explicit tests of skills but instead may be 
measures of more generic underlying features which provide the basis for 
atteguate performance . However ^ one view expressed was that the components 
selected, and the measures eventually chosen, represented too narrow a defini- 
tion of physical fitness and do not adequately reflect the performance orien- 
tation. The final consensus reached inclixSed the following five elements (not 
ranked) : 
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• cardiorttpiratory endurance , 

• muscular strer^th 

• muscular endurance 

• body conpositlon 

• flexibility. 

Additional components which were considered by the group but not included in 
the final deterni nation werei agility; balance; pover; coordination? and pos- 
ture. 

Early in the discussion of the most appropriate measures to use in 
assessing individuals' standing with regard to these components, it was de- 
cided that the available measures could be conceptualized with regard to how 
accurately they reflect the coQ>ponents selected, especially with regard to 
control over sources of undesir^ variation. One of the C^PBP representatives 
has noted that he conceptualizes the levels of measurement as denoting suc- 
cessfully lower levels of validity; however, the validity represented by the 
measures within each le^^l was not a topic of the panel discussion itself. 
The reason for specifying a range of B»asures was to accoaraodate testing 
situations in which the most complex measures might not be practical. There- 
fore, for each of the components of physical fitness, three different levels 
of measurement were identified, all of whi^ contained measures believed to be 
relevant and important enough to be considered by the panel. Ihe first level 
represented the optimal, state-of-the-art measures v^ich would be used in 
laboratory or clinical research revolving around the identified element. The 
second level represented a more pragmatic view within vrtjich measures were 
identified which could more feasibly be carried out within the less extensive- 
ly equipped clinical setting of a physician's office or that of a specialist 
in assessing individual fitness status. The third level took into account the 
roost practical constraints, i.e., situations where only minimal equipwent 
would be available, irtiere children would be tested en masse and where testing 
would be accomplished within the capacity and jurisdiction of schools. In all 
cases > an attempt was made to identify measures at each successively lower 
level of measurement which were highly related to those at the highest level. 

At this point, we also need to acknowledge an issue which arose in the 
second panel meeting (and thus will be addressed more thoroughly in Chapter 
III) but was also endorsed by one of the reviewers of the first panel write- 
up. This relates to the' issue of the age of the examinee. Specifically, it 
was noted that there is a significant deficiency in the extant knowledge about 



the fitness of five to nine year old children? the reviewer in question felt 
that the project's inability to speak to this issue constituted a definite 
short coning. 
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Cardiorespiratory Endurance 

Level 1 . The members of the' panel agreed that the most ideal procedure 
to use in assessif^ cardiorespiratory endurance would be a synptco limited r 
graded exercise test with monitoring and assessaent of maximal oxygen uptake. 
However, a number of acceptable protocols %rere identified within that general 
procedure. These are listed below in order of the preference accorded them. 
However, two of the outside reviewers cautioned that nxsdif ication to any pro- 
tocol chosen might be recessary, especially with younger children. It was 
also noted that protocols for children are available from Too Gilliam and in 
Wilmore and McNameira {1974}. 

(1) Collection of blood pressure, oxygen uptake and ECG and heart 
rate measures with or without cardiac output 

(a) utilizing a treadmill and any one of the following pro- 
tocols (not ranked) 

. Balke 
. Bruce 
. Naughton 

(b) utilizing a bicycle ergoneter and the Astrand protocol 
and specifying work output 

(2) Collection of blood pressure, heart rate, and ECG measures 
with estimation of VO2 max utilizing either a treadmill or 
bicycle ergoraeter. 

Level 2 . The panel members were particularly reticent to recommend the 
direct measurement of oxygen uptake in a physician's office for routine exami- 
nations. Specifically, they did not want to recommend procedures that would 
contribute to increased coats. They felt that referrals could always be made 
to fitness testing specialists should there be a clear indication of indivi- 
dual need. Especially where there is limited access to a treadmill and where 
VD2 max must be estimated, more indirect means of measuring CR endurance may 
be used. For measurement of functional capacity, the panel reconanended use of 
a bicycle or bench {step test) with monitoring of heart rate during the test 



and/or during recovery, leading to estimated VOj a>ax. ^ey suggested ECG 
usage, use of stethoscope or palpation for heart rate nKHiitoring. A test 
often used at this level is a sulMBaximal bicycle teat with monitoring of heart 
rate and extrapolation to the prediction of VOj Both the ^strand pro- 

cedure and the procedure described in the Y's Way to Physical Fitness are ac- 
ceptable. It should also be noted that there is about ten percent error in 
the prediction of VO2 max utilizing this kind of submaxiaal procedure. 

Level 3 . For the lowest level of systematic assessment— i.e. , field 
testing— the suggested test for assessment of CR endurance was "the run." 
Specifically, this would involve either having the individual run a specified 
distance (c.a., 1.0 or 1.5 miles, depending on the age of the subject) and 
measuring t « elapsed, or having the individual run for a specified period of 
tine (e.g., 9 or 12 minutes, depending on age) and measuring the distance 
covered. 

Should this procedure be infeasible, a suggestiai was made that bench 
stepping (to a specified cadence) could be used. However, the general feeling 
was that this particular procedure is not necessarily a valid test of CR 
endurance . 

In addition, concern for the reliability and validity of the run was 
expressed, especially with regard to motivational and pacing problems with 
children. That is, should the respondent not be willing to expend a suffi- 
cient amount of effort, his or her score will not be a good indicator of CR 
endurance nor will it be comparable with scores of those who do expend the 
required effort. Similarly, diildren who have received the requisite know- 
ledge and practice at pacing themselves will produce more valid and reliable 
oeaaures than those lacking such knowledge and practice. 

In agreement with the caveat discussed above, the reviewer who ex- 
pressed concern for the limited age group to be assessed also noted that, for 
children under ten, boredom wuld constitute a problem in use of the 9 or 12 
minute runs; he recommended the six hundred yard run for time as better suited 
to the 6-9 age groups. 

Finally, another reviewer did not agree that the runs were equally ac- 
ceptable. He felt that children respond better to a timed run for distance 
(i.e., the 9 or 12 minute run) than they do to a measured run for time {either 
the 1.0 or 1,5 mile run). 
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Body Coropositipn 

Level 1 . Agreement concerning the state-of-the-art measurement tech- 
nique for assessment of body ccnposition was reached fairly rapidly. After a 
brief discussion of other techniques, hydrostatic (underwater) weighing was 
identified as the optimal technique in current use which would provide valid 
measures of percent body fat. With regard to this technique, a number of 
methods for determining residual volume were considered to be reasonable, in- 
clining helium dilution, nitrogen wash-out and oxygen dilution. However, this 
procedure is accurate for adults OTly . Assumptions made about bone, fat, and 
muscle density in utilizing the conversion equations are not necessarily valid 
with children in the 10-17 age group because of the growth they are undergoing 
at that time. In addition, the procedure is difficult even for some adults 
and was mentioned bv one of the outside reviewers as being particularly diff i- 
cult to administer to children. 

Level 2 . At the outset, it should be noted that the difference between 
level 2 am3 3 measurements was not considered to be as clear in the assessment 
of body composition as was the case for the evaluation of CR endurance. In 
general, it can be said that the difference between these two levels lies in 
the number of measurements taken and the quality of the instrument rather than 
in any qualitative difference in measurement technique. Also, calculatirai o*' 
percent body fat from the measures which can be used at Levels 2 and 3 was not 
recommended, for the aeaae reasons as were discussed above regarding the 
inaccuracy of conversion from hydrostatic weighing results. Therefore, the 
use of a sura of skinfolds measurement was recommended at Level 2 — between 5 
and 7 sites were suggested for measurement, including: 

• triceps 

• subscapular 

• suprailiac 

• chest 

• axilla 

• abdomen 

• front thigh. 



There wcs some uncertainty expressed concerning the front thigh measure. It 
was considered to be a good predictor of body fat for women, but not as good 
for children and athletes. 

Alttough soae discussion of girth neasures took place, especially 
flexed and tensed upper ana girth, there was no general consensus reached 
regarding how this iMasure could be used. Interest was expressed in seeing 
girth measures used in the future, possibly as independent measures of lean- 
ness not related to body fat. In contrast, cnm outside reviewer felt that 
girth measures were more reliable, and hence more useful, than skinfold meas- 
ures, while another reviewer felt that "eyeball" i»asurenent provides as good 
an assessment of body ccoiposition as any other method presently available. 

Level 3. Again, sua of skinfolds was suggested as the measure for use 
at the field testing level. The subscajHilar and triceps sites were recom- 
mended if OTly two sites were to be nwasured because of their relatively high 
inter-rater reli2a>ility as well as because of the amount of data presently 
available which utiliie these two sites. The suprailiac was reccomendcd if a 
third site could be added. 

Muscular Strength 

General Cocments . At the outset of the discussion of this component, 
the panel members noted that measurement of muscular strength, although impor- 
tant, is somewhat prdblematic because even the best techmslogy does not pro- 
vide very good measures. In fact, they recommended treating muscular strength 
and endurance as a combined component for measurement below Level 1. In fact, 
one of the outside reviewers felt that there was need to separate them at 
any level. 

s 

Another measurement issue which was considered especially relevant to 
Level 1 assessment but also was a theme running through the strength/endurance 
discussion revolved around whether the measurement was isotonic, isaaetric, or 
isokinetic. These will be discussed separately wherever appropriate. 

Level 1 . As noted above, the panel members admitted that even the 
state-of-the-art techniques for assessing muscular strength are still not 
perfect. However, they were willing to specify tvw "ideal" methods for muscle 
strength measurement at this level, and a third considered somewhat less than 
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ideal. The major muscle groups suggested for testing included those of the 
shoulder, arm, trunk* ai^ legs. Hoi^evec, it was also noted that hip and trunk 
assessment were considered to be too difficult to ew^tplish. 

Utilization of a cable tensiooteter was recoaaaended for isometric mea> 
sureswntf with assessment of: shoulder extension; knee extension; and ankle 
plantar flexion. These are d««>nstrated in the Oregon Cable-Tension Strength 
Test Batteries (Clarke and Nonrd, 1970). It was also noted that valid use of 
this technique depends on the skill of the administrator. 

Isokinetic a|ssessment is accomplished with use of a constant speed ac- 
conatodating resistance' machine (e.g., the CYBEX II). It should include: knee 
extension and flexion; elbow* extension and flexion; and shoulder extension and 
flexion. However « at least one panel mefflber expressed soo» uncertainty about 
%Aat this technique actually measures with regard to fitness. 

Finally, isotonic assessment of the muscle groups listed above can be 
acc«Bplished through the use of free vwights. 

Levels 2 and 3 . Separation of the elements of muscular strength and 
muscular endurance becomes extremely problematic at levels of measurement 
below that of the laboratory f iriiich itself, as already mentioned, is con- 
sidered less than ideal. Therefore, in additicxi to grouping levels 2 and 3, 
the panel numbers recoomended that individuals considering field level mea- 
surement of strength and endurance combine them. The suggested combination 
measures will be discussed in the section on muscular endurance immediately 
below. 

Nonetheless, if equipment is available, the panel members recosmended 
the use of a 1 RM (rep max) bench press for measurement < f strength'-'which 
correlates well with the results for other muscle groups— and, secondarily, a 
1 RM biceps curl. Also, use of the leg press and knee extension (utilizing a 
boot) was mentioned. However, one of the reviewers pointed out that demand of 
this kind of all-out effort could be a very dangerous technique to use with 
children and would not encourage its use. 

Additional Concerns . Two other issues were discussed which, although 
^nsldered general issues as well, were especially relevant to the measurement 
of strength. Specifically, it was noted that a problem exists in the utiliza- 
tion of some wei^t machines (e.g.. Universal) with some women and children 



because their soaUer stature requires that modifications be made when they 
are fit into spaces designed for use by men. That is, except for soee recent 
attempts (e.g., by Nautilus) there is a lack of standardized equipment for 
children and woraen. A related issue revolves aroureS the need to check and 
recalibrate all strength-testing equipoent a fairly regular basis r note was 
made that equipment often is not calibrated correctly even when it comes 
strai^t from the factory, and in any case needs to be djecked for slippage 
with use. 



Muscular Endurance 

Level 1 . The utilization of fatigue curves for assessment of the same 
muscle groups as suggested for strength testing— i.e., 8»»ulder/am, knee 
(legs) and trunk/hips-was recommended. Two types of equipi^nt were dis- 
cussed. The use of a weight-loaded ergometer, providing an indication of iso- 
tonic endurance, constituted one possible technique, but the qwstion was 
raised concerning how to determine the weight to be used, too little would not 
lead to fatigue, while too much would cause fatigue too rapidly to provide a 
valid assessment. General agreement ws reached that a spring-loaded ergometer 
(or strain gauge), measuring time to 50 percent reduction from rhythmic con- 
tractions, would constitute the reasmnended technique. 

Level 2 . Two potential procedures were suggested for measurement of 
endurance at ^is level. Oi» procedure involves assessment of the amount of 
weight which «in be dealt with at 15 RMs utilizing the: bench press, curl, 
leg press, and knee extension. The second procedure would involve measurement 
of the number of repetitions of a fixed weight (determined individually for 
each examinee) in a fixed time (e.g., 30 seconds). However, some concertCwas 
expressed that this latter procedure is more dangerous than the former, and is 
also more likely to measure anaerobic power rather than endurance. 

Level 3 . Recall that at this level the recoomendation was made that 
muscular endurance be combined with muscular strength. Therefore, the field 
tests suggested are not indicative of either one or the other but instead con- 
stitute an index of muscular strength and endurance. 

For the abdominal muscles and hip flexors, timed bent-leg sit-ups (60 
seconds) were unanimcwsiy recosmended. Also suggested was that they be called 
curl-ups for educational purposes so as to increase awareness of the form 
which should be used. 

ERIC - 12 . 



Two questions mf raised with regard to the sit-ups being timed. One, 
discussed by the group, dealt with the tiae selected. Alt)»ugh timing for 30 
seconds was considered, it was rejected because nany felt that 30 seconds is 
not enough time to denonstrate any kind of slowing down for nany students; 
therefore*, an artificial "ceiling" would be created, and children at the high 
end of the distribution would not be distinguishable fron each other. The 
second question, brought up by one of the outside reviewers, related to the 
advisability of timing the children at all. He felt that using a limit re- 
duces the validity of the measure for abdosinal assessment by creating a 
situation where the child performs the movement improperly. The recoiBmenda* 
tion of this reviewer was that the sit-ups be done in a controlled, paced 
manner toward the maximum number performed. 

Following l«igthy discuision, it was (tecided that the best way of 
assessing the arm ai^ shoilder girdle muscle group was with the use of pull- 
ups or the flexed-arm hang. Despite the apparent fact that pull-ups put at a 
disadvantage individuals with certain body characteristics (e.g., long arms, 
heavy lower body), the logistical piobltm of administering push-t^ (the 
clearest alternative) overshadowed the limitations of pull-ups. However, it 
was also reeomaended that the same procedure be used both for boys and 
girls. Spdciflcally, all children should try to do pull-ups and only if one 
pull-up could not be perfora»d should the flexed-arm hang be utilised. 

Finally, an attempt was made to identify a strength- endurance teat for 
the leg area. Although leg raiaes were rejected because of the strain i»it on 
the lower back, two other possibilities were mentioned. One was squat-thrusts 
and the other was wall-sitting time. Concern about the potential for injury 
made squat thrusts an undesirable technique, and too little is known about the 
validity of wall-sitting for it to be included at this point. In addition, 
two of the outside reviwers noted that a jumping/hopping test could be con- 
sidered for assessing this muscle group on a field basis. However, it was 
pointed out that tfliless the examinee was required to clear an object, and not 
just lift his or her body off the ground, the test would assess endurance 
orly— not strength. In addition, one other outside reviewer saw litUe value 
in assessing this muscle group separately «d felt that running or biking as 
part of a CH measure would provide an excellent measure of leg endurance. 
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Flexibility 

L«v«l_l. Ose of an electro^iomattr or flawsaeter was recaaaanded as 
tha stata-of-the-art procadure for assaasmant of fXaxibility. It was alao 
ROtad ^oieevar, that corralations of flaxibUity batwaan diffarant joints are 
vary low and tharefore ida^lly aacb joint would hava to be assasaed separ- 
ately. 

LevU 2 and 3 . Given tha above-nentioned Imck of association batwaan 
the flexibility of different jointa, it waa decided that it is most important 
to assess the flexibility of the back extensors and haastrings. It was unan- 
imously agreed that this could best be aceooplished through use of tl» sit- 
and-reach procedure. In fact, the panel neabera felt that tl» sit-and-raach 
procedure was relevant aU three levels. The panel mwibers also felt that 
as8essa«.nt of the arm and shoulder area and of ankle flexion/extension would 
be useful, but did not reacA agre«»ent about any axtant procedures. The panel 
aembera alao specified that exaalneea atould be required to warm \xp before 
attempting the sit-and- reach for actual scoring purposes. 

Final Concerns 

Subsequent to the discussion suaaiarixed above, brief conaideration was 
given to ether measures— especially field measures— which might reflect cer- 
tain of the possible elements of fitness which were identified but not pur- 
sued. There was agreement that a need existed to look into the operation of 
integrative functions such as neurologic and masculo-skeletal coordination. 
Including balance, reactiw^ time, etc., and how such functions arc related to 
the performance of UfetiTO sports and other activities. Additi<mally, at 
least one individual es^ressed concern with the issue of encouraging people to 
learn how to "turn off" as well as "turn on" their muscles, i.e., the issue of 
relaxation as a component of physical fitness. 
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A second panel of experts froia the field of physical fitness was 
convened on Septeaher 27 and 29, 1962 in Washington, D.C. to identify and 
attempt to achieve agreeaent ab<»it the most feasible, ^lid, and reliable set 
of measures to use fx deternining the i^ysical fitness status of school- 
children and youth ages 10 to 17 through school'bascd mass-testing programs. 

The panel was the second assttsbled under a contract frc^ the Office of 
Disease Prevention and Health Promotim (OOPHP) to The Granville Corporation 
to identify current thinking about the assessment of the ^sical fitness 
status and activity patterns of diildren and adolescents. The initial panel 
h<^ been charged with tto goal of selecting the most valid set of measures for 
use with the identified population within the context of a normal clinical 
procedure; the results fron this panel are described more thoroughly in the 
preceding chapter. 

The invited individuals participating in the second panel discussion 

were: 

e Lee Allsbrook; Sl«sentary Physical Education Specialist, Middle 
Tennessee State University 

e Barold Lakeyi Supervisor, Health an6 Physical sducation Service, 
Virginia Department of Education 

e Doris McBugh; Physical Education Consultant/ Buntsville City 
Schools 

e Robert Pangrazi; Chairman, Physical Education, Arizona State 
University 

e Guy Relff; Professor, Department of Physical Sducation, University 
of Michigan, Ann Arbor 

Also present were Lloyd Kolbe and Glen Gilbert as liaisons from the Office of 
Disease prevention and Health Promotion, PBS, DHBS, Ray Ciszek as liaison from 
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the African AUianct for B«alth, Physical lklucation# Racrcetim and Dane*, 
Ash Bayes as liaison froo ths Pcesidant's Couiwil on Physical ritnass and 
Sportjl, and Nancy Ostrove and Chuck Lupton frc» The Granville Corporatim. 

Following disseminaticx) to all panel neabcrs and selected outside 
reviewers of a draft trrite-up relating the process involved and the conclu- 
sions reached by panel, feedback was solicited and incorporated into the 
write-up. The outsidfi reviewers who contributed to this effort were: 

♦ 

e Joseph Carr; Advisor, Health and Physical Educationf Pennsylvania 
Oeparts»nt of Bducatioi 

e Betty Hennessy; Physical Education Consultant, Los Angeles County 
Schools, California 

e CaB Xerst; Mtysical Educatim Consultant, Takooa Public Schools, 
Washington 

e G«ie Peterson; Supervisor, Physical Educati^, Mesa Public Schools, 
Arizona 

e Charles Starling; Director of Research, Aerobic Center, Dallas, 
Texas . 



nXTZAL GDRCEMS 

The first order of business was to review the rationale and purpose 
behind the panel discussion as well as to provide an overview of^^t}^ relevant 
results of the panel iweting conducted prior to the present one. This process 
of review amS clarification was quite extensive in that it provided the foun- 
dation upon vhLdi the resainder of the discussicm would be based; the entire 
first meeting (the evening of Sept&aber 27} was devoted to it. This process 
resulted in the clarification of the objective of the current meeting as being 
the develo|S8ent of a measurement instrument for a survey of schoolchildren and 
youth ages 10 through 17 to be conducted in the 1982-83 school year under the 
auspices of CDPBP. 

During the course of clarifying this objective, several questions \mze 
raised whi^ covered a broad range of concerns. These questions were c^- 
cerned with siwh issues asi 
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• the ultimate use to which the instruaent is to b« put 

• the relationship of the propoeed instriment to those 
currently in use (specifically AABPSRD's Youth Fitness Test 
and Health Elated Physical Fitness Test) 

e ' whether the individuals who will be adasinisterin? the 
measures will receive special training 

e what inputs shoM be considered regarding feasibility (e.g., 
tine to administer r attitude of teachers and students, 
equipment) 

e when the instrument is scheduled to be administered. 

At least some of the panel members suggested that a "new" set of measures may 
not be the most feasible with which to wrcomplish the specific Objective for 
the Nation concerning the participation of at least 70% of schoolchildren and 
youth in a systematic assessment of their physical fitness, since, in many 
cases r local educatiwi departments have already institutionalised one of the 
other two tests. Related to this was the concern that tne proposed test not 
be perceived as a third test to compete with AAHfESD's other two testing 
instruments. Congruent with the objective identified regarding the imminent 
use of the instruront, the panel members were assured that the continued use 
of either of AAHFEHD's established tests would not be affected by any conclu- 
sions reached by this panel. 

In addition, regardless of the fact that the population with which the 
survey win be concerned had been specified a priori, the panel ambers 
strongly recommended that the instrument be constructed and assessments be 
conducted for the total range of schooXdiildren and youth grades K through 12, 
and that a strong rec«aaendation be made that the arbitrary cut-off at age 10 
was an indefensible one. The assembled experts felt that this feature of the 
effort implies that fitness is not important for children under 10 years and 
also tends to construct a psychological barrier toward evaluation of the 
younger age groups by setting the experts' "stamp of approval" upon the lim- 
ited parameter. One of the m«abers with extensive experience in testing 
children as young as six felt that they can be assessed given the appropriate 
instructions a»S care. 

In general, the panel members also concurred with the previous panel's 
selection of l^ose elements which should be considered infgral to a determi- 
nation of physical fitness status. As specified earlier, these were: 
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• cardiorctpiratory endurance 

• body cocspositi^ 

• ffluscular strength 

• BuacuXar endurance 

• ' flexibility. 

BGwever, one person expressed concern that these cnopcments, and the tests 
eventually selected, indicated acceptance of a narroif definition of physical 
fitness which does not ^equately express the performance— as ofpos^ to the 
health— aspects of pt^sical fitness. 

AS the process of measureaient selection progressed, three further it: 
sues were identified as being of sufficient value to warrant special laention. 
Specifically, it was noted that evaluation of the physical fitness of stirfents 
is a sensitive procedure, and that all possible efforts should be laade to re- 
duce any potential trauaa or embarrassiMnt yhich could be ej^rienced by stu- 
dents as a function of low perfonaance or other considerations such as physi- 
cal a^arance. One instance where this caution was considered especially 
relevant was in relation to the assessment of body ccmpositiMi, where a 
screened off area for individuals or small groups of students was suggested to 
enable measurement in relative privacy, and reduce potential trauma for sus- 
ceptible students. 

A second general cauticm una sounded with regard to the legitimate and 
illegitimate uses to whicA the derived instrument could be put. The group 
assembled wanted to specify that the Undency for teachers to use individual 
scores for determination of a child's gra^ should be strongly discouraged. 

The third issue dealt with the specification of optional TOasures. The 
panel members felt that this practice should not be utilized for the current 
{Mirpose because it could result in inadequate sjusple sizes and tends to create 
excessive confuaion. 

These issues will be expanded upon or added to where such discussion is 
appropriate in the following description of individual test item selection. 
It should also be noted that the order in which the different compcments were 
covered followed that utilized by the first panel and was purely arbitrary. 
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CardiOfSPiratory Endurance 

An axtantiv* diteuMion ensued of the differential feasibUity of 
utilising a tiaed run for distance or a measured course for tixi» for assess- 
aent of -cardiorespiratory endurance. The following describes sooe of the 
intermediate issues that entered into the selectioi of the most afspropriate 
measure. 

e The possibility of providing options (e.g., as in AAHPESD's 
Health Related physical Fitness Test) was not endorsed, both 
for statistical reasons of providing groups too small for 
precise analyses r and c«»ceptual/logistical reasons su(^ as 
encouraging artificial age or sex dichotooies and clouding 
the issues 

• The timed run for distance was judged to be harder to admin- 
ister than the measured run for time 

• Some felt that people have an easier time "relating to* or 
understanding the meaning associated with the time in which 
one nn run a measured distance (especially 1.0 mile) as 
Closed to the distance one can run in a measured amount of 
time 

• some felt that it was harder to "sell" the run for distance 
coapared to the run for time, but others felt that it has 
bccom easier to "sell" the mile run 

• Concern was also expressed for the possibility of a high non- 
response rate for the 1.0 mile run. This particular issue 
was especially related to calling the task a "run" and is 
alleviated somewhat fay the terminology change discussed 
immediately below. 

In conclusion, it was decitted that any advantages associated with the 
run for distance were outweighed by the problems associated with its admini- 
strative and public relations aspects. The final recommendation was that the 
1.0 mile teat for time be considered the most feasible item for evaluating 
cardiorespiratory endurance in a school-based, mass- testing situation. It 
should also be noted that the terminology suggested for describing the test 
item be the "1.0 mile jog/walk", and that the age group which could be tested 
with this item iiwlude 6 through 17 year olds. The recoiOBended terminology 
change was suggested to minimize the apprehension felt by some 'parents re- 
garding their expectation that their child would be required to run the entire 
mile. 
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Soot concerns were raised by revlet#er8 regarding the choice of the 1.0 
mile run. Although there was general agreement that it was probably the ooat 
feaaible to 'sell* and adsinister, a couple of reviewers expressed concern 
about administration to children as young m six. Another reviewer felt that 
school teachers should be made aware of the fact that there are other options 
available to thea aa teachers for assessing cardiorespiratory endurance-* 
specifically that the 9 and 12 minute runs provide an aaaesament and challenge 
to the student that is more nearly the sane across age groups than the 1 0 or 
1 5 mile run for time^ 

Considerations r«la!:&d to bow the course should be laid out resulted in 
the following. 

• Motorcycle and car od<»ieters should not be uffed if at all 
possible in laying out a course; they do not result in accu- 
rate distance aeaaurement 

e Many police stations have accurately calibrated wheels they 
use in taking meaaures for accident reports which they would 
most likely be pleased to lendr especially if thay could get 
some free favorable publicity. In additi«)» measuring wheels 
can be inexpensively purchased at nme athletic equipment 
stores. 

Finally, two further notes were made in the course of the review of the 
panel results. One concerned the need to be aware of the effect of running 
surfaces on obtained scores and thus to use similar surfaces iriienever pos- 
sible. The second was a recoasendatic^ by one reviewer that a 220 yard oval 
be used at the el^sentary school levels should a 440 be infeasible. 

Body Composition 

The discussion of body composition measures was not as lengthy as that 
concerning CR endurance, largely because there were fewer acceptable options 
to be considered. At the outset, it should be noted lliat the issue of indi- 
vidual sensitivity was considered especially relevant with regard to mea- 
surement of body composition; in fact, it was at this point that the si^ges- 
tion was made that a general statement concerning the sensitive aspects of 
testing be included in this report. In addition to the auggestion that use of 
a icreened-off area be considersd, a brief discussion of other past parental 
concerns led to the suggestion that female examiners be utilised when neces- 
sary for assessing the body conpoaition of female students. 
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After debating the relative advantage* and disadvantages of cpllacting 
only a triceps skinfold neasure versus collecting both triceps and subscapular 
aeasures, it vas reccHsntended that both be ses:»ured. 

A discussloi of the probleos associated with the calculation of percent 
body fat froa skinfold aeasures resulted in the general conclusion that seme 
interpretation of what the skinfold aeasure represents should be more clearly 
included in the protocol for that aeasure. It was recomended that a rela- 
tively rough interpretation be offered which translates the susr-of-sk infolds 
Bteasure into a three level classification of body coapositloni acceptable 
(lean), marginal and -undesirable" (obese). The cut-off points for these 
determinations «uld be decided upon as a function of age, the distributions 
obtained, and professional consultation. 

In addition to specifying the use of a measure Uom each site, the 
panel aeabers reconaended that the measures be collected by use of an accept- 
able spring-loaded plastic skinfold caliper similar to the slimguide, and that 
the calipers be left at the school, subsequent to testing, as a good will ges- 
ture. The decision to recommend use of plastic calipers was made on the basis 
of their cost, accuracy, a»S durability relative to the considerably more ex- 
pensive and delicate Lange or Barpenden skinfold calipers, subsequent consul- 
tation with Tim Lohaan, who has been investigating the various plastic cali- 
pers on the market, resulted in the identification of a second caliper, in 
addition to the slimguide-but nou-^fTfig^oaded-which shows acceptable cor- 
relations with the more expensive instrwnts. ^is caliper— the Adipoacter— 
costs less than the Slimguide but was also judged to be less durable. Be spe- 
cifically stated that he would not recwsBend use of the Fat-o-Meter because of 
weak spring tension and consequent unreliable readings. 

Aside from the aubstitutiwi of an acceptably accurate plastic skinfold 
caliper, ti^ protocol recoanended for measurement of body composition is de- 
scribed in AAHWRD's Health Related Physical Fitness Test Manual. However, a 
caution was sounded by more than one individual with regard to standardiza- 
tion. It was pointed out that the largest source of variation in skinfold 
measurement is the examiner, with the instrument itself accounting for less 
variation. Specifically, the recommendation was strongly made that examiners 
be trained in a standardized fashion by an expert, especially with regard to 
locating the site to be measured and holding the skinfold for measurement, and 
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that all examinors use the seae brand of caliper (either the Sli^uide or the 
Adi^neter) <m iriiich they were trained. , 

Muscular Strength and Endurance 

The current panel meabers agreed with the conclusion of the first panel 
that It would be Infeasible to attempt to measure separately muscular strength 
and endurance in a field setting. ^erefore, these components of physical 
fitness are considered together. Following fairly rapid consensus regarding 
the recommendation for a measure of abdi^nal strength/endurance, a lengthy 
discussion ensued of the advantages and disadvantages of the measures to 
assess upper body strength/endurance. 

Sit-ups . AgreeBwnt was reached fairly rapidly concerning the appropri-^ 
ate test to use for assessing the strength and endurance of the abdrainal 
area. The consensus was that timed bent-leg sit-ups constituted the preferred 
measure. In general, it was felt that the Health Related Physical Fitness 
Test Manual provides the best protocol, with the following clarifications. 

e It was decided that individuals' heels should be placed no 
more than twelve (12) inches from their buttocks (following 
the description in AABPERD's Youth Fitness Test Manual; 1976 
Ed.} 

e Instructions to teachers and students should make it clear 
thft the individuals being examined should return to the down 
position only as far as their shoulder blades touching the 
mat. It was felt that the "aid-back" termii«>logy used in the 
manual was too vague. 



Pull-upa/Flexed-Arm Hang . The issue of what 8»asure should be used to 
assess appttt body (upper arm/shoulder girdle) strength and endurance proved to 
be somewhat more complex than the process involved for the selection of a mea- 
sure of abdominal strength/endurance. Conceptual, statistical and logistical 
concerns were es^ressed and discussed. One issue discussed revolved around 
the extremely skewed distribution resulting from the pull-up measure, which 
precludes statistical comparison of this measure with other measures of fit- 
ness. Compared with the flexed-arm hang, the axsre tr«w3itional (at least for 
boys) and more often utilized (in «3ult fitness assessment) pull-up measure 
was considered to be: 
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• Ittts ««n8itlv« to individual differences in general because 
of the significant minority of boys {between 10 and 30% 
depending on age) who cannot perform even one pull-up 

. • less sensitive «o iaprovement 

• - aore disadvantageous toward individuals possessing long arms 

und/os heavy body mass. 

m addition, it was noted that different types of ^tren^ were being 
assessed by the two techniques » pull-ups measure isotonic, dynamic strength/ 
whereas the flexed-arm hang is aore of an isometric, static measure. The as- 
sembled members were unwilling to assert that one versus the other type was 
more or less important to a determination of upper body fitness status. In 
contrast, one of the outside reviewers questioned the value of measuring both, 
asserting that the flexed-arm hang generally provides the saa» indication of 
upper body strength as the pull-up, without the attendant problem of non- 
performance for a large minority of the populatfon in question. A second 
reviewer was also hesitant about the use of both tests, asserting that obese 
children cannot do either and that administration in a mass-testing situation 
is likely to be problematic because of limited equipment (chinning bars) - The 
other three outside reviewers felt that the use of both tests was a good idea. 

TWO further concerns which entered into the final decision were that: 

e the rationale for using different tests for boys and girls 
(as is the case for the Youth Fitness Test) is no longer an 
easy one to justify 

• using the flexed-arm hang only as an alternate when the 
examinee fails to perform one pull-up is both statistically 
awkward and administratively inconsistent. 

The ultimate result of examination of these issues was that both the 
pull-up and the flexed-arm hang measures were recommended for inclusion in the 
test battery for both girls and boys. It was also specified that the tests be 
given over two days with the flexed-arm hang administered first and the pull- 
up test given on the second day of testing. Two additional considerations 
were raised concerning administration of these measures. One panel member 
pointed out that hot weather testing with slippery portable chinning bars 
could be problematic? sweating can result in unintentional movement which can 
affect adversely the score obtained. Also, one of the reviewers requested 
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that it be oadt clear that the overhand graap or forward grip— not a reverse 
grip-be ua«d for both teats. The panel neabera were al»o clear on this 
point. The Youth Pitnees Test Manual describes the recoBBsended procedures for 
administration, except for the above mentioned specification that both items 
be used for the entire population tested. 



Flexibility 

The consensus of the panel was reached fairly rapidly and was almost 
identical to that reached by the first pai»l with regard to the assessment of 
flexibility, in other words, they clearly sanctioned the use of the sit-and- 
reach test as described in the Health Related Physical Fitness Test Manual. A 
brief discussion concerning how to provide a ratiraiale for inclusion of 
flexibility as an aspect of physical fitness resulted in several suggestions 
including: 

e the need to educate individuals regarding the range of 
behaviors appropriate to ^ysical fitness 

e the proposed relationship of flexibility (especially of the 
lower back) to low back pain in adulthood 

• the relationship of flexibility to agility and its influence 
on the performance of various sports airf exercises 

• the importance of flexibility in ensuring the safety of the 
individual, especially with regard to risking injury or 
accidents while performing various activities. 

in addition, some ptnel members and outside reviewers endorsed the 
recomaendati<»i that emphasis should be placed on using a slow, non-bouncing 
movement in accoaplishing the stretch. Some concern was expressed that the 
Health Related Physical Fitness Manual was not sufficiently clear in its 
instructions for test administration^ and that a bouncing movement could be 
inferred from the description. The need for standardized procedures, in- 
cluding close inspectiKi for consistency of the equipment utilized, was 
stressed. 
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In susnary, a total of aix Masuras were raeomnandad for iiKlualcm In 
an instruaant designed for a tehool-baaed aass-testing procedure for dateroin* 
ing the phyaical fitnesa statua of achoolchildren and y^th; these measures 
encoaqpaaaed five cooponenta of physical .fitnesa. Exhibit 1 below suamarizea - 
the ooJtponenta* measures » md recoaaianded protocols. In addition, the panel 
nambers felt that the test would need two hours for adainistration, and would 
therefore take between two and four days ko administer (depending on the 
length of the class period involved). They also recosssended that the 1.0 mile 
jog/walk be given on the last day of testing and, aa mentioned previously, the 
flexed-am hang be administered prior to the pull-up neaaure by at least a 
day. However/ one outside reviewer stated that there was no n^esaity for 
administering the jog/walk on the aecond day as Icmg as the children are given 
clear instructions <m what to expect. Be felt that the jog/walk was not more 
likely to cauae attrition than any of the other measures, and therefore, 
although it should be adminiatered separately, could be done on either day. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

MEASURES AND PROTOCOLS FOR 
SELECTED PHYSICAL FITNESS COMPONENTS 



PHYSICAL FlfNESS wMrv^iENT 




PROTOCOI 


EACEPTICMilS/CLARIFICATIONS 
TO PROTOCOL 








Cardiorespiratory Endurance 


1 .0 mile jog/walk 


Health Related 
Fitness Teat 




Body Composition 


sun of skinfoldss 
triceps and subscapular 


Health Related 
Fitness Test 




Muscular Strength and 
Endurance 

K abdominal area 

2. upper arm/shoulder 
girdle 


1. tised sit-ups 

2a* pull*ups 

2b* flexed-ana hang 


Health Relafi'd 
Fitness Teal 

Youth Fitness 
Test (1976 edi^ 
tion) 


1. feet no nore than 
12" from buttocks 

2. down positim to 
shoulder blades 

Both tests given to 
both boys and girls 


Flexibil ity 


Sit-and-reach 


Health Related 


ifDportance of steady 

( non -boun cing) stret che a 

emphasized 
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JURUUUUCTXCH 

A third panel of •xptcta, r«pr«««ntiiig a wida range of pctspacti vas. 
Was cmvanad on October 13, 1982 In Washington, D.C. to identify and attaapt 
CO achieve agraeiaent about itesa to be included in a queationnaire that could 
be used to raitor trends and patterns of participation in physical activities 
by schoolchildren and youth, including participation in school physical educa- 
tion progress, participatim in public recreation prograas in coasounity facil- 
ities and partlcipatim in other physical wtivities. 

This panel was the third asswbled under a contract froo the Office of 
Disease prevention and Bealth proisotion [ODPBP) to The Granville Corporation 
to identify current thinking about the assessment of the ^ysicsl fitness 
atatus and activity patterns of children and adolescents. 

Individuals participating in this third panel discussic^ represented a 
relatively broad ran^ of ej^rtise, especially as ooi&pared with those selec- 
ted for the two panels discussed in previous chapters. Because the task to be 
addressed in the discussion was to develop a queationnaire which could be 
administered to children as young as 10 years of age, and as old as 17, both 
Granville and the Project Officer deemed it reaaonable to incline individuals 
familiar with questionnaire construction and development, and those familiar 
with the abilities of the age groupa, as well as individuals representing the 
views of groiqis familiar with school j^ysieal education and jmblic recreation 
programa. Because the contract had awarded to the firm whi^ would be con- 
ducting the survey for which the measures were being designed, representatives 
from that firm were also invited. Finally, Granville's extensive previous 
experience with the critical analysis of extant physical activity pattern 
e^uestionnaires, as well as its rspresentatives • es^rience in questionnaire 
construction, ensured the adtive participation of its represen*-*" ' 
also proved invaluable in the devel^tent of a draft ins 
the focus for the panel discussion. To summarize, the par 

e Kent Blumenthal; Assistant to the Deputy sx 
Director, Nationsl Parks and Recreation Associat 
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• Laura Bogg^M; B«alth statlaticianr Baalth Status 
M«aaur«Mnt« National Cantar for Haalth statlitics 



Ray Claxak} Sxaeutiva Oiractorr Maoclatiwj for 
Raacarch, Adadniatratlonr profaaalonal Councils and 
Soeiatias, Mwrican iOlianca for Baalth, Physical 
Education f Raeraati«« and Dane* 

Art Curtis f Vica Praaidant, znstituta for Human 
Parforaanee (Consultant to Macro SyataiBS) 

Toa Srury; Branch Chiaf, ^alth status Maasurasant r 
National Cantar for Haalth statistics 

Raoon 6arcia> Suparviaing Social Scianca Rtsaarch 
Analyst, Offica of Human Da5>«l^a»nt Sarvieas 



Glan Gllbart; Coordinator of School Haalth programs 
Offica of Disaasa Pravantion and Haalth Praa»tioR 



a Lloyd Xolba; Oaiafr Evaluation Saction, Offica of 
Disaasa Pravantion and Haalth proooti^i 

• Chuck Lupton; Sanior Rasaarch Asarciate, Tha Granville 
Corporation 

• Jaffray Nawmanf Medical Epitemiologistr Cantar for 
Haalth Pro8»tion and Education, Cantars for Disaaae 

Control 

a Nancy Ostrovar Sanior Rasaarch Associate, Tha Granville 
Corporation 

• Jim Rossf Sanior Associate, Macro Syatams 

a Glen Swangros; Director, Padaral-State Relations, 
prasi<tent's Council «t physical Fitness and sports. 

HMOO. APPHSACS KSD TCTXAL GDNCESN8 

Subsequent to introduction of tha participants and explanation and 
clarification of both the objective of the present meeting and tha rcaults of 
previous meetings, soma general concerns ware aired. These resulted in 
further clarification by the Macro systems repreaentativea regarding the scope 
of the project in which the instruments were to be used, the anticipated 
response burdep on the schools, and tl» assurance that the atudy would not 
allow comparisl^ to be made between schools, since the sampling procedure 
utilised would restrict the number of students within each school that 
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pBrticlpAtttd in the sttHly. In i^ition* atron^ concern wb yolcsd that both 
inttruetiona and qucstiona b« to tha atudanta— i.a.r that ralianca not be 
plaead on atudanta' raading ability. 

Tht group agreed with the propraed proccaa of treatii^ the draft in- 
atruaent provided fay The Granville Corporati^ aa a focua for diacuaaion. The 
general arrangeiMnt of ttia draft inatrunent, that iu, ita diviaion into three 
topica of general inquiry about the aourcea of activityachool phyaical 
education prc^raaa, public reereation/coBmmity prograsaf and ttoae perforned 
on one' a own or unofficially organised-^waa dictated by the wordii^ of the 
contract objectivea and an analyaia of the Objeetivea for the Natim for 1990 r 
the docuatent which aervea aa the baaia for the related aurvey effort. 

Conceptualization and Foraat laauea 

In general » the iaaiMa raiaed fell into two categories i they were 
either conceptual or logiatical. The atoat aignificant conceptual iaauc re- 
aained unresolved at the cloae of the aeaaim; it concerned the ainiaal set of 
infomation necessary to fulfill the aim atated in both tlw preaent contract 
for the questi^maire oon8tructi«> and the aaaociated aur^^y contract. Tenta*^ 
tivc rewlutim) of thia issue was adiievcd the followii^ day, during a nweting 
of a fcHsr-peraon subset of the group, and was reviemd by aoat of the absent 
meabers of the panel prior to beii^ finalised, in essence, clarification was 
needed regarding: 

• the necessity of dichotoaizli^ school physical education pro- 
graas into ]^sic»l education class activities ax^ all other 
extracurricular physical activities 

e the classification of i^lic versus private sources of cora- 
fflunity funding. 

Review of the Objectives for the Nation, aa v«ll as the purposes specified in 
the contract with Hacro Systons to conduct the assessment of the physical 
fitness status and activity patterns of schooldiildren and youth, indicated 
that: 

e the school physical education class/extracurricular activity 
dichotoBiy waa neceaaary 
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• the public/ptivatt dichotoaiMticm t«9«rdittg funding lourcis 
for pubUc rtcrwtlon ptoqtmm in coaaunity facilities w 
tesirabU. ^^t, it ma adidttad that childran lould be 
unlikely to knoir what private agency of the aany extant was 
the funding aource for any particular program. 

Tl» »ajor logiatical iaaue «mcerned the foraatting of the queationa 
About apecific activitiea puraued by the reapondenta. In lieu of naking an 
arbitrary deciaion, since each of the three foraata suggested had both ad- 
vantages and disadvantages, it waa decided «»at all three foraats would be 
presented and that the contractor using the instrument would make the final 
decision— presumably based »5>on informal pre-testing— with input from the 
Project Officer. in a<Mition, because the specific activity questions are 
relevant for each of the four generic source areas finaUy i^ntified— i.e. , 
school-in class, school-extracurricular, s«jblic recreatia>, and self-initiated 
(including private groups/organizations) -the format opti«»s will be presented 
In a section separate from the discussion of items specific to each source 
category. 



Onfortunatelyf only limited time was available for the panel atmbers to 
review the draft write-up before its preparaticxi in final form. An added 
coaiplication was the extended abwnce of two of the panel members. None the- 
leaa, specific comments froa the panel m«abers who wers reached for at least 
partial review (N-7| the Macro representatives declined to provide a review 
but are providing a pre-test report to the Project Officer) have been 
incorporated into this report in the relevant sections, and specific changes 
made to the appropriate questionnaire items. 

However, some useful comments were also made which were more general in 
orientation. For example, tuo individuals expressed their concern about the 
limitations of the study in which the questionnaire is to be used. One felt 
it would provide at best a good pilot investigation! the other expressed 
considerable concern about the capacity of anyone, and especially of <Aildren, 
to re<;sll accurately detailed information about their activities over the 
course of a year. Given information from previous similar studies with adults 
(Reiff, Montoye, Remington, Napier, Metzner, and Epstein, 1967), this is not 
an unrealiatic concern. In addition, one of the individuals felt that em- 
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phtttit should btt placed on tht presentstion of the qu«ctlonnaic«, specif ieally 
citin9 the nssd to utilise visual aide (e.g.^ ealci^ars, pictures) to provide 
clarification of especially difficult coiwepts. 

?antl meabera were requested to rank the questionnaire items with re- 
gard to how iaportant it was to include then. Bowever, the saall nuaber of 
actual rankings obtained (M-2) and tlw general lack of consensus indicated 
lowera the overall value of the results. They were also asked to provide soise 
indication of hew they felt ab^t the foraat opti«is provided! these results 
are discussed in a general fashion us^r the topic trading of Assesaawnt of 
Specific Activitiec. They are also delineated acre exactly in Aj^ndix A 
along , with the deacription of the optimis theaaelves. It should be noted 
heref however* that the foraat options offered had conceptual as well as 
logistical inplieationa, and that not all of the panel ai^bera seemed to agree 
with the decision made concerning the need to collect specific activity 
infornatic^ for each of the source categories. 

Presentation of the issues discussed, related decisions made by the 
panel/ and reviewers' coiSMnts are treated in the following order. 



e Public recreation/conunity programs 

e School physical education programs— in class and extracurric- 
ular 

e Physical activities done with friends or family or on one*8 
own 

e Asaesment of specific activities. 



The resultant questionnaire items ar^ included in Appendix A. 
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The major issue which arose specific to this section dealt with the 
conceptual distinction between comunity activities sponsored by public 
recreation monies aa oppoaed to those sponsored by private organizations. In 
the original conceptuaiizatiart of the draft questionnaire, these two types of 
sponsors were tealt with in the same section; i.e., questions about Individual 
activity patterns in coiSDunity facilities were not broken down as a function 
of sponsorship. The conclusion reached by the group, largely as a function of 
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a r»Utiv«ly ittict lnt«rpr«t«tl<Mi of th« inttnt indicated in th« r«l«v«nt 
Ol>j«ctlv»« for th* Nation for ^yilcil fiitiMSt and- txarciM, was that thasa 
two sourcas of rasourea allocation for oMoninity aetivitiaa naadad to ba 
traatad aaparataly. 

In ■additl«»i, tha individuals partieipatii^ in tha soaller maeting tha 
naxt day coneludad that participation in prograas fundad by private aourcas 
should ba assassad along with activitias individuals angaga in on a non- 
organizad baais— tl» third eatagory listtd abova. Exaaplas of private 
sourOas/organizations includes 

a »0/YWA or Ysmk/rmsA 

a Church* taopla or other raligioua group 

a Boy or girl scoutii^ organizations 

a Parent's anployar 

a Other private clubs/organizations 

— Boys and Girls Clubs 

— private Sports Clubs 

— QywB 

— Bealth Cldbs. 

The questionnaire item itself is included in Section 3 of the questionnaire 
(Appendix A) . 

Finally, it should be noted that the wording of the section was changed 
to "POBUC RECREATIOR PIOGRAMS", and that additional descriptive infornation 
wsa added to clarify further the type of sponiorship involved (see Section 2, 
Appendix A) . 
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scaooL pHszcaa. BoocmGH pKxaBMs— m qass ahd ErrBAomaxajM 

AS noted previously, the major concern regarding the assessment of 
participation in school programs was with the need to dichotomize individual 
activity patterns in the achcol aa a function of whether the activity took 
place in fiiysical education classes scheduled during the school day or within 
soeie other context— e.g. r in intrfciauralr interacholaatic tearasr clubs, at 
recess, before school, etc. This distinction therefore constituted two of the 
four source categories ultimately decided upcm. 
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Oth«r diteusiion £ocus«d around th« tl»« ptriod (term or school y«ar} 
to b« ftddrtMtd, Afid tht kind! of actions Cq.t showoring, changing, uklng 
att«Rdanc«) which should bt sxeludad fcoa a judfpasnt ragarding tha l«igth of 
tha ragular physical aducation class pariod. Ona of tha paml aa«i»rs co«- 
■antad ducing tha raviaw procass that aoaa schools usa tha "quartar" classi- 
fication rathar than "tarn" to daseriba tha school yaar aagiMntatimi. Thara- 
fora, this catagoriiati<m is inoludad intarchangaably with "tant." Bovavar, 
ainca it is possibla that diffarant tina aagnants ara baing dascribad by the 
varying taminology, we suggast invastigation of this potential difference 
ylcr to actual testing. The results of these discussions are the itess in- 
cluded in section 1 of Appendix A. 

mszctt Acr iv iT U B mm wxib fbibbss gr rmxLt or m gbb*s cm 

AS described previously, the sain result of the discussion was to 
iiwlude within this set of questions activities performed fay the individual in 
privately sponaored coonunity programs as well as those perforawd under nmi- 
organized circuMtances. This inclusion expanded the original intent of this 
section to deal aolely with activities performed fay the individual either 
alexia or with family or friends in a relatively non-organized manner. 

Review of this section also resulted in a number of formatting changes 
meant to increase the consistency of questionnaire items throughout the in- 
strument. The itcBB resulting from the discussion of this part of the in- 
strument are in section 3 of A^ndix A. 

ASSSSSNEHT GT SPBCZFXC ACXXVXTSB 

Questions about participation in specific activities— that is, about 
participation in, e.g., basketball, running, tennis, etc. —are ubiquitous in 
this instrument. Originally, these questions were presented in a duplicative 
fashion in each of the three original source breakdowns provided. Bowever, 
consideratiMi of the need to dichotomize the school participation category, 
and to reconceptualize the public recreation category, in c«t junction with 
concerns about the length and clarity of the questionnaire, led to an extended 
discussi(^ about how best to treat the presentation of these questions. As 
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noted prevlouiiy, becauw of the Ufk o£ eoneenaui on thia iaaue, the three 
fotaat. diacuaaed wlU be pr.aent«l aeparately. Other input by the panal 
flMiBbers included: 

• . the addition o£ overlooked activitiea 

• aodification/clarification of quaationa concerning 

— freqiuiney (aa a fisiction of daya per week) 

^ duration (in ainutaa) of each inatance of the activity 

— intenaity of the activity performance 

— penetration of the activity throughout the year (seaaonality) . 

The reaulta of the diacutaiona regarding activities are preaented in aecti«» 4 
of Appendix A. 

Soee further iaauea howevar al»uld be mentioned tore. One iasue con- 
cerned the kind Of information neceaaary to make inferencea about the cardio- 
reapiratory value of different wtivitiea. Since there ia" in fact ^tt 
opinion regarding the manner in ^i<A an activity muat be performed in order 
for it to have the so-called -training effect", ideaUy m should be able to 
meaaure the ccoponenta m> identified. Two coorponenta present no problem. The 
requirement that the activity muat be performed for at leaat 20 ' -utea at a 
time for three timea a i#eek can be aaaeaaed given the items in. -«J-i.e., 
duration and frequency. Hoi*ever, the third important c«»ponent-tbat the 
activity be performed at an intenaity sufficient to keep the heart beating 
within a specified target range-cannot easily be aeaaured by self-report to 
begin with, and waa not included aa a variable in the draft questionnaire. 

Although the fuU panel ^reed that a measure of intensity of the 
activity waa probably not feaaible, the members of the amaller group felt t? at 
an attempt to make an asaessment would be worthwhile, especially if pre-tests 
were to be . ried out before finalizing the instrument. Therefore, a very 
crude meaaure of intenaity waa included which requeats that the resp^ident 
sp^lfy whether or not a/he sweats during performance of the activity. The 
use of an even more refined meaaure aakii^ about both heavy breathing and 
experience of perspiratic^ in a trictotomi.ed format was considered to be too 
demanding, eapeciaUy for the younger children. On the other hand, later re- 
view/ however limited, indicated little agreement with the use of sweating aa 
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on indicator of intensity. Suggestions were made to utilize hard breathing, 
or perception of rapid heart beat inatewJ. Given the variety of sweating 
responses, and the influence of humidity and sex differences on perceptions, 
this seemed to be a reasonable observe tioni the Itea consequently was altered 
to reflect the perception of either heavy breathing or rapid heart beat, 
remaining, however, in a dichtooized (yes-no) format. 

A further issue relevant to assessment of individual activity patterns 
concerned that of "penetration," or seasonality — i.e., for what segment of the 
year does the respondent perform the activity in questitm. The issue is 
relevant both to format and overall methodology. Specifically, although it is 
always preferable to get information in as detailed a form as possible, 
sometimes logistical considerations dictate obtaining cruder measures. 
Therefore, it was recommended by the group that penetration— in months— be 
assessed utilizing a checK-off systoo where the actual months during which the 
activity takes place can be identified. However, should space and response 
burden considerations prove excessive, an acceptable alternative offered was 
that the respondent could simply indicate the total niaiber of months he or she 
engages in the particular activity over the course of the year. 

A third issue revolved around the thoroughness of the listing of acti- 
vities, especially in relation to those performed in schools— e.g. , dodge 
ball, Jcickball, punch baU— which can vary as a function of both region and 
grade. Any attempt to include an exhaustive list of activities is thus doomed 
to failure. Given this assumption, our recoamiendation is that the individual 
who administers tne questionnaire clearly emphasize the importance of using 
the "OTHER (SPSCIPY) " category for as many activities as eue relevant. In 
fact, the administrator should be urged to give cosmm examples of missing 
activities, such as the ones listed above. 

A fourth issue aired in the smaller group meeting concerned the nature 
of activities performed in school physical education classes. Specifically, 
it was noted that many activities that children perform in class take place 
for a relatively short period of time— e.g., six weeks or so— which serves to 
make the activities performed in this context conceptually different from 
those performed in other contexts suggests the value of collecting 

somewhat altered measures. Again, since no clear resolution was reached re- 
garding this issue, it is offered as another format alternative in section 4 
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of Appendix A. As noted there, a nuisbcr of reviewers indicated a favorable 
attitude toward use of this option. 

Finally, aa aaentioned previously » the issue concerning the aaount of 
detail necessary to fulfill the requirements of the contract objectives with 
regard to' the sources of the activities remained unresolved at the end of the 
first OMtii^, was tentatively resolved by the finish of the second meeting, 
but received mixed input during the review process. Specifically, two re- 
viewers {orm not a a«Dber of the panel itself) indicated a preference for 
Major Option 3. That option ^s not allow for the collection of specific 
activity data as a function of the four source breakdowns {school-in class, 
school-extracurricular, public recreati<Mi prograsn, on one's own). Also, one 
other revie%rer constructed his owi opticxi. He wanted to see use of Major 
Option 1 for sclK»l-in class activities only, and use of Major Cation 3 — with 
particular encouragement given to the use of the "OTHER (SP^IFY)* category— 
for the other tli^ee source categories. Clearly then, not all of the panel 
members agree with the advisability of collecting specific activity informa- 
tion as a function of source categorizaticai— despite the conclusions reached 
by the second group meeting based on stated study objectives. 
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KtAIT UUBSfflGNIOkntB 



mSM BJ CTi qSi P«opX« ftre involved in all kinds of activities as they go 
through each day. They eat, go to school or work, watch television and 
read. Also, they spend tiae with their friends aw3 play in the playground, in 
parks and around their homes. What you do during your day is all part of your 

pattern of physical activity. 

We would like you to answer some questiOTS about what you do. We are 
especially interested in your physical activity patterns. We need you to be 
as accurate and as honest as you can about how you spend your time. We don*t 
have any specific answers in mind. Any answer you give is the right one as 
long as it's the trw me. 

For each of the questions below, you will be told what to do to answer 
it. If you're not sure how to answer any question, tell the person who gave 
you the questionnaire. 
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SKXXGN ii nocSi mszcaiL maaajm pboghub—ib oass m ms^cmxcmML 

We would likt to Mk you about tOM of tit* things that you do in 
school. S08» o£ these you may do in your physical education class. Others 
you aay do after schoolr like playing on school teaos, or during your lunch or 
recess. 

1.1 BCM aany days «ich tieek does your physical education (s^ys ed) 
claM Beet this tsra/quarter? (Check one) 

EVERy QAY 

4 TIMES A NEEX 

3 TIMES A NEEX 

2 TIMES A WIEX 

1 TIME A MEBX 

I'M NOT IN A PBY5 ED 

CIASS THIS lEWI/QOARrER (SKIP TO QOESTIW 1.2) 

1.1a. Bow long is your ^ys ed class this tera/quarter r not count- 
ing tise for (^angii^/ ai^owea, and taking attendance? 
(Check one) 

^ LESS THAN A HALF HOOS 

30-45 MINUTES 

46-60 MINUTES 



1.1b. Please check below how much you have nissed phytf ed class 

this term/quarter because of illness or for any other 
reason. (Check orse} 

HAVE MISSED LESS THAN 5 

DAYS 

HAVE MISSEO 5 DAYS 

HAVE MISSEO 10 DAYS 

HAVE MISSED 15 DAYS 

HAVE MISSED 20 DAYS OR 

HDRE 



1.2 ';ai6w many days each week did your physical education (phys ed) 
class swet last term/quarter? (Check one) 



S TIMES A WEEK 
4 TIMES A HEEX 
3 TIM^ A IfEEX 
2 TIMES A WEEK 
1 TIME A WEEK 
I MAS NOT IN A PHYS ED 
CLASS LAST TEStM/QOARTER 
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1.3 B«fid«a» or inatMd of, a phyi id ciMSf i« th«r« « «p«:i«l ti««, 
for t3CMBpl«, r«c«ss# for tb« class Mbsrs to •xsreiss, play or 
run around in a yard or othar larga ©pan araa? (Chack one) 

MO {SKIP TO (^JBSTZGR 1.4) 

1.3a. What kinds of tbinga do you do during thia tima? 



1.4 Basidaa, or inataad of, a phya ad eUaa, are thare regular 
activity braaka hald during claaa when you do calisthenics, 
stretching or other exarciaes in your claasrooo? (Check one) 

NO 

?ES 

The form that remaining items take will itepend on the decisions a«Se abwit the 

foraat of the individual activity quaationa. In eaaence, th^ wiU deal with* 

• activities parforaed in physical educatim classes 

e school-sponsored acUvities performed under circuastances 
other than phya ed classes— e.g., intramural, intersdiolas- 
tic teams or clubs, during recess or before classes begin. 

In addition, it is only in the caae of Option 1 being chosen that these items 
will be included with the preceding items. 
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SBCSSOM 2s SIBLXC WKKOOUM PBCXS&KS 

This MctioA tfill only bt inelud«4 should Option 1 be chosen. Zn the 
•vent that Options 2 or 3 are chosen, the follovlng description aay be used to 
enable the respondent to classify his activities regarding sponsorship. 



2.1 We vould like you to teU us a little about sports or other acti- 
vities you do that are sponsored fay your local public recreation 
or parks dspartaent. You might do these activities in a local 
coamunity cvnter, or a park, or a local school building, or even 
at your own school in ti» suaner or on weekends. Y«i might even 
do these activities as a student in a class, but it won't be 
during the school day. 



(SEE SECTION 4 F(» OPTION 1 FORMAT) 
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acncM 3i Acsxvxns om ma maam m maur or ob ghi*s cmi 

Pcoplt tak* part in sports, •xsreisss, and othsr ^ysieal activities 
with thair fasaily and thair frianda and by thaasalvas. wa hava alraady askad 
you about, tha tilings you do at adiool and as part of public raeraation pro~ 
graaa. Sooa of theaa aetivitias you do with your friends (at sctools) or your 
frianda or family (at ooonunity cantars and parks). Now wa would lika you to 
anawar soma quastions about your activitiaa that you do that are not connactad 
with your achool or with public recreation pro^raos. Again, however, you may 
do these things either alone, with your family or with friends. 



3.1 Are there other things you do which require a lot of physical 
activity— for example, summer ca^ counselor, stockroom clerk, 
vi9orous yard or touse chores, farm work,^_dance inatructor, 
ate)? (Check erne) 

NO (SKIP TO WJESTION 3.2) 

YES 



3.1a. What months out of the year do you do these things? (Check 
all that apply) ^ 

JAM APR JULY OCT 

FEB MAY A06 NOV 

KAR JUNE SEPT DEC 



3.1b. About Iww many days per week do you work at these 
activities? (Circle one) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.1c. About how many hours do you work each week at these 
activities? 

aOURS WEEK 
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3.2 Do you tMkm part In any aports or othtr physical activities 
sponsored by any of tiM groiq^ or organisations listed here? 
(Circle either YSS or 190 for each of the groups) 

YMdk/YWCA OR IKBk/Ymi tSS NO 

' CBURCBr TSMPLE OR OTSER 

REXJGIOOS GROUP YES NO 

PRINTS CIKSMnzATZON mKLTB CLOBr 
GSM» PRXV3^1B SPORT CLUBf BOYS 
(» GIRLS CLDBr ETC.) YES NO 

BOY OR GIRL SCOOTING (^(GANIZATION 
(TXtajJOUHG BLOESIRDS, CWFIRE 
GIRLS, ETC.) Y2^ nO 

PAROrr'S MLOYER YES NO 

OTHER (SPECIFY) TES NO 

3.3 During the 1981-82 school year, ware you oore, less or equally as 
physically active as you are present? 

MUCH MORE PHYSICALLY ACTIVE 

SONENBAT MORE PBYSICAXXY ACTIVE 

ABOOT AS PHYSICALLY ACTIVE 

SONEfmAT LESS OTYSICALLY ACTIVE 

MOCH LESS PHYSICALLY ACTIVE 
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aa ca eio w 4t assboibr or spbczfxc niaexvxTxss 

B«cftUM Of tlM n«mb«r of forsat optiona eonBid«ced acc«ptablt for as- 
Mssoant of participation in spMifie activities, tDa^ arc net praaantad hara 
in thair final, ccoplata form. Znstaad, aach of tha thraa aajor ^tions is 
axplainad and axaaplaa sufficiant to dascribe aach grai^ieally art praaantad. 
AlBO, tha •ub-optioB of whathar to ttaat activitia» Uking place In achool 
phys ad claaaaa differently froa the remaining three generic breaktowna is 
deacribed, and its applicability to eadi aajor option apecified. 

in addition, a listing of all the specific activities to be asaessed, 
regardless of the major option choaen, as %mll as tha information to be col- 
lected about each activity," is presented at the forefront of this saction. 



Activities 



ARCHERY 

BASEBALL/SOrreALL 

BASXCTBALL 

BICYCUNG 

BOWLINC 

BOXBKS 

CAUSTBStlZCS 

CLZMBIMG 

CAHCXNG-VlOQItOOS 

FSHCniG 

FOOTBALL 

GOLF 

GmNASnCS (TGHSUMG) 
GSMNI^TICS (APPASATOS 
HANDBALL 

HIKINC^^CKFACKING 
BOdEY (ZCE HELD) 
J WING VOfE 



MAmriAL ARTS (E.G., JUDO, KARATE) 

HAQ^nSTBALL 

ROIQIZNC SPRINGS 

HDWmKyjOWlHG-DISTAWCE 

SCDBA MVHW 

SXATZNG (ICE ^ ROLLER) 

SXXJ!>GH90lffiHZLL 

dblZNG-CROSS COUNTRY 

SOOCER 

SQCASa 

SIfZltfING 

TABLE TENNIS 

TENNIS 

TRACK AND FIELD (EVENTS OTEER THAN RDNNING) 
VOLLEYBALL 

tIALXXNG QUICKLY (FOR AT LEAST 15 MINirrES) 
HEIGBTLIFTING/WEIGBT TRAINING 
MRESTLING 
YOGA 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
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Inforaation CeUactta about Activities 



Pfqu«ncy 

Bow many days a mek do you take part in this TCtivity? (Circis one) 



LESS THAN 1 4 

1 S 

2 6 

3 7 



Puratiwi 

For how many minutes do you do this activity each tiae you Uke part in 
it? (Check one) 

z£ss mm 20 tmms 

20-39 nmSTES 
40-60 NZ!IOXES 
OVER 60 MINUTES 



Intensity 

Does your teart beat rapidly or do you breathe hard i^en you A? this 
activity? (Check one) 

NO 

YES 



Penetratitm 

Preferred Format 

tfhat months out of the year are you involved in this activity? (Check 
all thet apply) 

JAN APR JOLY OCT 

FEB MAY ADC NOV 

MAR JCNE SEPT DEC 



Alternative Format 
Bow many months of the year are you involved In this activity? 
mnVBS PER YEAR 
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tttjor Option 1 

Otlliiing this option iiould entail Mking th« r«gpond«nt to wloct \ip 
to ttn tctivitioi i/h« ao«t of ton onga^es in, for oich of tht four gonocic 
spMMorshlp cattgoriM (i^ool phyi ad elaaa, achool axtracurricular program, 
pubUc racraation program, othar activitiaa) froa a rafaranea listing pro- 
viM. Tha listing could ba aithar on a rafaranea card or at tha top of aach 
paga. Aftar writing tha nana of tha activity in tha apaca provided, tha 
raapmdant would anawar aach of tha quastiona about tha activity — i.a., 
fraguancy, duration, panatration, and intanaity. An axanpla of what this 
would look lika is praaantad in Exhibit 2. 

Two of tha panal nwabars indicated thair prafaranca for thia opticm to 
ba usad along with tha School Phya Ed Bub-opti«i daacribad latar. 

Major Option 2 

Utili«ati«i of thia option would antail having tha respondent make an 
initial detanaination of whether »/h9 performs the activity apecified in the 
context of any of the four generic ipcxiaorship categories. In other words, 
the activity itself forms the first decisicm point— is it performed or not? 
The second decision consists of «fei<* of the sponsorship categories are rele- 
vant— froo one to four could be relevant. Finally, for each relevant 
■ponsorahip category, the queations of frequency, duration, etc. are asked. 
This option is presented graphically in Exhibit 3. 

Three of the panel members indicated their preference for this option, 
to be used along with the School Phys Ed sub-optiOT described later. 
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EXHIBIT 2 



SCIIOOK f:XTRAC:iJRRICUI.AR ACTIVITIES EXAMPLE 



AimviTii:S/ 

li.tilmiliiuii 
ILiHifball/Suf ibul I 
il.mkulUi 1 1 
llluycl iiMj 
llowt ilMJ 
iii»xiiii| 

fvil ittt hollies 



Cl ImltiiMj 
FiMiibul I 

i;y«iiiist icH (Ttimlil 
f;ymit.i(»t n'-H (A|»|Mt »tltisi) 

fl.llKlll.ll i 



II I k I lt«|/ll*u:k{ii,ick i iiq 
Il4>ck(*y llru i»i f toldl 
.lumpiiHj ro|>v- 
l^ii:i 088C 

Huiiiiiiui B|ii iiils 

Htiitn i iti|/.f< I tHf-d i si«itic<' 



Scuba iMvifi«j 

Ski 4H«|---i:ii>S8 coiinliy 
Soccer 

fvnu Is 



I li.iii 1 18111 Iiik) 
Vol lL.«yball 

W.ilkiiiii quickly <itir Kmn( 
wilt.) 

W4*i«jliil I ft itMj/w<*i<|lil 1 1 .1 in iiM| 

Wn-sl I iiM| 

Yfii|.t 

4M ill* I (ti|u*r i f y ) 
4Uli« i |s|if«r j ly) 



Whui wu wc.uld Hku you to do huie is to rc^ad ovor ihu llal of activities aUive and selccTt ihusu you hvivt? done »os^ ofL^-n thia 
IM»t yuar in ucliool profjraws Ihut aro not pait of your rcqular physical education cJhbs. This w.iy include intrawural or iul^t- 
Ichulatftic tcawi* or activity clubs, or activities yi>u take part in during races* or Ujfore classes l»eqin for the day. lUjuiembei , 
do not chosu an activity bei^ausc you do it in class. Wc only want your non-ro«|u! at-»ili«Hi1 cl.iu« .ictivities. 

• Om:u yuu have chosen these .utivitieu |nc: ra»>re M.un lb), write their names in the ap.ues !*e)uw Umc artiviiy <|oes in each spucel. 
^ Hien aiiswut the (fuest icMiu in itu> columns to the ri(|ht for each activity. 



-4 



A. Il<>w many days a wuuk do yr>u Lake part in this activity? fClrclu one) 

U. For l«w many minut&s do you usually do this activity ench ti»e you take part in it? ICiicle oim) 
C. IXHja ycui lieart injat rapidly or do you breathe hard when you do this activity? fCircte vi;:; ui NO) 
What months out of the year aio you involved in this activity? (Circle all that apply) 
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• 


ACTIVITY 


A. 

HANV DAVS 
PKII WKCK? 
Icitcle one) 


U. 

iHiw HANY Hiriim;s 

KAi H TIMK? 
fciicle ono) 


ir. 

«APIl) IIKABT DKAT OH 
HARD BHirAtHINC/ 

Id r<^:!t' oiM'l 










<l 


1 


2 S 




20-19 






Jan 








4 


S 


6 7 


40-60 


OVCl fiO 


no 




Jul 


i 






<l 


1 


2 1 




20' 19 


Yi;:; 




Jtin 








4 




U 1 


40-110 


OVCI f»<* 


tin 




M%\ 



fir^-T rp-v ^^^^^^ 



1). 

WHAT MONTlin? 
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EXHIBIT 3 

MAJOR (M'TfDN 



itti tt.i|:»' <iit«l IIh- |mm«"'&* li*wiii|;, Wi- lfsit.'ti In l.ii^'.v liif«*is •> iiifii4H.'r oi dilli'iviil AC 1 1 v 1 1 l«^ti you may i^^v fi.iri in. Hlivrlly Usii»w tin- ii.mh' 

itii' .ivtivlty arts Iihii r«ili!g(»i l4r» wiit« li i upi »Hi-iit iIh* f o! !itwlii|; ^4k rvi i 

SiImmiI ii»y»U-«il MtMTiiiltiti c: 'Til 1 rirfcrii lu wlM^thvr yiHi Ji> itilu tfiltvity.fn yutir Mcfioot phyfticdl cJiiCiiL itnt 

S«.'ltfN»l £)ilra 4'«irrfciil«ir Trogi Mt* -Tlilb tiYft!rc* t" wiitsllicr y»Hi thii» arCtvlty in y«tiir inMioui biifurt: i*r alter iH:l»fml lt«MirH. It may iiu'ln«lc y*iiir liritig 

tm IntriNMiial i»r lfiler»€ltt»i»i«i II- or fii .ictlvlly cliihii, or •ictJvllletf yi»u liit tStirlnn rt!cetftf tu bcfurcr cl^is^t^^e* t>titri ftir Hm: tiny. 

i*fitil Ictil f iMi ilu£ic>i&luit PrngrofliM- Thik itslciw to wfwl Itci ymi J«i tiil« .iclfviiy In |iri>gfti« i»|NHi»ttr&;tl by ytmr Utval ptihlit: rectu.it Iimi tir |i.iikt« tk-|i<iil 

•»:nt . It Miy take |>lji:u in ci^MMtttilty iiuiilur. In it i^nrk tn \%*c*t\ «»%:iHMil LtillJing, or tsvuii at yutir hmm stLluHii In iIk.* etitffMM i » wri ki:n«lrty u9 

111 iKv &:vunli]g. * 
li«fi urg^nlicircl Act Ivii Ittii- -Tliln rvf»*r:i u> activltictt you tlo ariHiiiU yout lumu or lit ii*irkt« or playgrounJu iluti ^^^^ >ii»t siiionsdofifJ liy yuui bii»tH»i «m iiy a 

t*ub!lc tkurcjilun prograw. v.... »«iy ilits acilvliy aloiw, or witli ymir tawlly or frlutijtf. 

Uv iMHilil Hill- yi#u t.> ptit a clitsck uti linr Mni* Hum to tliv cdtugorlrtf tlwit dune rf Ins i#lH}r«f i\t*s activity takuu plawi:. Ymi aitglti citi-ck nunc of (Ik i.r It yon 
iik!Vfc^:i p4:iloiM tlw tfcilviiy* ur y*iu »i|;iit tliirck ixitf uf tin: catt^gor lt:i»» ot tt^» or evttn lliri!« or fiuir. 

lor ir«««toplt.-. II yon play l»ii^kvtb^ll In yiHir phyiilcil uJiu-ntlon cluu^f, iii>d wr«i «hi ti«v tMtik«'tU«il I lu^m at ftii:itoi»*, mti\ pi.iyiJ bucket bull wlili yoni ni«ily 
on i#«:i:kL-nil»« yuu wuiiltl clnsik tlic appfupi latu tlirce of tliu four catugoffle»*-«in e}CC4*pt iIk; public recreation prngr.na c.iti*(;iit y . 

A^iri y(Mi (!«» llilii^ w«: would 1 Iku yon In .mti^r iltvue qu&:»tliifi» In ttm columis to tlii.- rfglit inr ejiii of flic inicgur Il'» y<*ti I'licckcJ . 

A, lli>w »«iny day* m y<'vk d4» yiMi take part In ihiu activity? (Circle oih;) 

H. F«»f tiuw many «lnutv« iK> yuu oten.illy do tltl» ACClvlly t;ach I l««f you take part in It? (Circle one) 

C. ili>i-i> ytHir liuart bt.'i.t rapidly ur dn yon brcatluj liaid lAwn yuu du ililg acllvUyt (Clrcli: YtS or ^) 

ti. Ubal Mtiiiilitt init of tiku yc-ai aru yuu tnvolvvJ In titltf aillvlty? (Clrclo all ll»ai apply) 



CO 









A. 




H. 




r. 






II 










hAVS 


HOW MAIIY 




ftAlMI> UK A in' HF.AT OFi 












ACTIVITY 




VVU WHFK > 


KM'U TIMK? 


IIAUf) IHIfATfllNn? 




WHAT WNTlin? 










f tlu- 1 






(< 1 1 r 1 1* oMi ' 1 


{•11 


1 Ir 


,i\ \ 


IImI ipi'^yJ 


. . . ,i Im •« » 1 




• 1 

1 


1 


1 i 
ti / 


4U- III) 




1 

fin 


Jul 


III; 

Ai|i| 


Mil 


A|'t M.ty JiMi 
iu i Omv iH-t: 


„ S< it< N f 1 


I:a t 1 .frii 1 I 1 1 II 1 tt 1*1 .inis 


< 1 
4 


1 

s 


^ i 
fi 7 


<*fO 
40-bO 


JO- 1*1 
ovoi 6 0 


Yl s 

Hi) 

1 


Jul 


Aii<i 


H.il 


A|M M.iy .htii 
Oi l Ntiv Otic 




tU'i' t 1 .t 1 1 < Ml P 1 4 .iifi:* 


< 1 
4 


1 

f 

1 


j 

l# 7 


< JO 
40-60 


20- V) 
uviii 60 


^ VIS ) 
1 NO 


J*M] 
IM? 


FtJi 

AlKf 


M.tr 


Apr M.iy Jtui 
furl Niiv Occ 


. U< lit 4 1 1 < 


|.ttt t ^« ii A< : t 1 V > 1 i i ^ 


^ 5 
1 


t 




40 bO 






I.MI 
III) 


Aii<| 


H M 

SirpI 


Apf May Jtin 



5n 



5B 
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Major Option 3 

This option has conceptual as w«ll as format iaiplicaticms. It was 
first suggested in the original meeting as a sore coopact way of dealing with 
the large amount of information being asked for. However, it does not allow a. 
breakdown of information about participation in specific activities as a furc- 
tion of sponsorship category. Therefore, the tentative decisions concerning 
the need for this breakdown made by the following day's smaller group meeting 
would seem to lower the attractiveness of this option. 

Nonetheless, in the interest of providing as cooplete a picture as pos- 
sible of the panel process, this opti<m is graidiically presented in Exhibit 
4. It can be seen that this opticm differs from Opticm 1 in two ways. Instead 
of providing a reference card or list of activities, all of the activities are 
listed down the left side of the page. Also, an additional question concern- 
ing sponsorship is added to the standard four questions of frequency, dura- 
tion, penetratiOT and intensity* 

As discussed previously, we panel member (and one ^tside reviewer} 
expressed their preference for this optim as it stands. One other member 
felt this option should be used for all ^urce categories except School Phys 
Ed classes-whic± should be assessed via Option 1. 



School Phys Ed Class SubH3ption 

During the course of the seconds smaller group meeting, it was noted 
that the many and varied activities pursued during the course of a school 
physical education class do not necessarily lend themselves to easy classifi- 
cation into months performed^ In addition, if one assumes that one major 
activity is carried on in each class, then both frequency and duration infor- 
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EXHIBIT 4 
MA.JOR OPTION 3 



BEST CCrV r.".!USL£ 



thnn tilt} iufi »t«i« of tin-- |»*ini- U Hiil uf JiLilvitici^ lli.U |.4;u|il4r ran Wi- i#ihiM I IKc yoM Im i i iU iIk::.*. u. llvlllib^ uiiJ |Mit a c:lii;^k |«» lii4j Id i 

fiN.kis ytMi Jo. Tlien, fwr 4:ai:li Jdivity yini chcn kvU attuwiir e.icli oiic iif tlic riitlinihiH Iihin. 

A, HkMi many <lay« A wrtsk ilu yiMi tl*> iIhs aclivlly? (CIrciv out?) 

B< K>r \mm many nlmiletf do yiMi umi.iIIv d*i iU^ mllvtly t;:;i'li iini? (Urdu tNiv) 

i:, tHH!M yiwir iM?art b4!«l rar^i^iiy '^r tin ymi UtcMilus liiird wlHtfi yiw *S« ifw sclivlry? (CIrcio am;) 

II. WiMi MiHtihtf utft fif y«!dr «irtf y«Hi liivolvt;«t in lliltf .icLlvity? (Clrclu ^11 Llial apply) 

E. Wlml IM the viHircv ot tlwi .iciivliy? iki you do tl In y«Hir vcIhhiI phyti ctl cIjhs. ilitrtng an afier «r tH:rurt.-)itiiit » wiImhiI prngraiii. uti iuiri nl a 
IMibllL rtsi ri-atUm or parki* piu|;r.i». or i.n yanr .«#n? IK>liig II on ymir would Inclnde yonr doliii* ft .itA |i.iri »»i u prlvalu ori;.inUot ion- fur 
vic.i«|ilii, YHi:a, prlvjli! ti\HHi *!liiU, liv.iUh clofi. L-ic. (tin U- .ill Ih.il apply) 
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nation already will hmvm bemn obtained by tha raspcmdant'a answers to ques* 
ticms 1.1a and^ l.lb» Therefore, tte euggeatiom was aade tbat the queationa 
concerning participaticm in apecific activities be aiU^reviated aiul diaaaso- 
elated from the activity questions associated with the other three aponaorahip 
^tegories. 

The format suggested i#ould be a matrix* type with all the poaalble 
activities Hated dOM\ the left aide of the pa^ and the respondents aaked to 
indicate leather they have done the activity within their current phys ed 
claaa, and if so, how Intensely they perform it, and for how many weeka. The 
item is presented in ^chibit 5. Inclusion of this item would have similar 
effects on all ttm major options described above. 

Five panel mrabers ii^icated their preference for use of this sub- 
option. 
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EXHIBIT 5 
SCWM)!. PIIYS ED SUB-OPTION 



1.1c We would like you to tell us here what kinds of activities you do In your school phys ed class. 
For each of the activities listed below* check those which you've done Jn your class this 'tens/ 
quarter. Then, only for those you've checked, circle the nun^r of weeks you did the activity 
and whether you usually breathe hard or feel your heart beating rapidly when you do the activity. 



AGTIVm 

AKCHEKY 

BADMINTON 

BASEBALL/SOFTBAIX 

BASKETBALL 

BICYCLINC 

BOWLING 

BOXING 

CALISTHENICS 

CANOEING/ROWING 

CLIMBING 

DANCING-VIGOROUS 

FENCING 

FOOTBALL 

GOLF 

GYMNASTICS (TUMBLING) 
GYMNASTICS (APPARATUS) 
HANDBALL 

HIKING/BACKPACKING 
HOCKEY (ICE OR FIELD) 
JUMPING ROPE 
LACROSSE 

MARTIAL ARTS (E.G.. JUDO. KARATE) 

RACQOETBALL 

RUNNING SPRINtS 

RUNN I NG/ JOGG I NG-D I STANC E 



CHECK HERE IF YOU HAVE DONE 
THE ACTIVITY THIS TERM/QUARTER 



NUMBER OF WEEKS 



RAPID HEART BEAT OR 

HARD BREATHING (CHECK ONE) 
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SCUBA DIVING 

SKATING (ICE OR ROLLER) 

SKIING-DOWNHILL 

SICIING-CROSS COUNTRY 

SOCCER 

SQUASH 

SWIMMING 

TABLE mmis 

TENNIS 

TRACK AND FIELD (EVENTS OTHER 

THAN RUNNING) 
VOLLEYBALL 

WALKING QUICKtY (FOR AT LEAST 15 
MINUTES) 



EXHIBIT 5 

SCIKML PHYS ED SUB-OPTION 
(continued) 



CHECK HERE IF YOU HAVE mtE RAPID HEART BEAT OR 

THE ACTIVITY THIS TERM/QUARTER NUMBER OF WEEKS HARD BREATHING (CHECK ONE) 
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